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Abstract 
The demand for many resources has increased significantly over the last decades due to their growing 
importance for industrial and technological development. Thus, various methods were developed to assess 
availability constraints of resources in relation to their vulnerability within countries and/or sectors (criticality). 
However, these methods display several short-comings. Thus, the aim of the introduced approach is, to 
enhance the assessment of critical resource use on country level with the SCARCE method, by considering the 
two dimensions criticality (with the sub dimensions availability and vulnerability) and societal acceptance (with 
the sub dimensions compliance with social standards and compliance with environmental standards). For five 
of the 12 introduced categories measuring availability constraints the country specific import mix is used to 
determine availability constraints of resources individually for the country under consideration. These results 
can further be compared with global constraints (which are calculated based on global production data) to 
determine if the country under consideration performs worse or better than the global average. To measure 
social aspects the categories small scale mining, geopolitical risk and human rights abuse are introduced. 
Environmental aspects are considered within the categories sensitivity of the local biodiversity, climate change 
and water scarcity. Additionally, next to metals also fossil fuels are included allowing a direct comparison of 
both abiotic resources. The SCARCE method is applied for the case study of Germany for which criticality results 
are presented and their plausibility is validated. It is shown that for Germany tungsten is the raw material 
showing high risks in all considered dimensions excluding the sub dimension vulnerability. Its high availability 
constraints are defined by the categories political stability, primary material use and price fluctuations. Further, 
due to the countries tungsten is imported from (e.g. Bolivia), its compliance with social and environmental 
standards is low. To enhance the applicability of the SCARCE method, indicator results are provided for 40 
resources to assess their availability constraints as well as their compliance with social and environmental 
standards. 
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1 Introduction 
In the last decades the demand of resources and raw materials rose significantly due to continuing 
global industrial and technological development. With that also awareness with regard to a 
sustainable use of resources and raw materials has grown as well, which is reflected in strategies and 
measures on international as well as national level (e. g. European Commission, 2011, European 
Commission, 2015; United Nations, 2016). This implies considering availability of resources and raw 
materials for current and future generations and the vulnerability of countries and/or sectors with 
regard to critical resources and raw materials (economic dimension) as well as the extraction, 
processing and use of resources and raw materials in line with ecological and societal considerations 
(environmental and social dimension). The term “resources” refers to entities, which can be 
extracted from nature and transferred to the anthroposphere. This includes abiotic and biotic 
resources, minerals, metals, fossil fuels as well as water, land, and the natural environment 
(Schneider et al., 2016; Sonderegger et al., 2017). 
Methods to determine aspects with regard to resource use have been published manifold in the last 
years, considerably improving the assessment of resource use. They are addressing the micro 
(product), meso (company) and macro (company) level. 
For the assessment of resource use on product level several approaches exist (e. g. Guinée et al., 
1993, Graedel et al., 2012, VDI e.V. (2013), Schneider et al., 2013, Schneider et al., 2015, Dewulf et 
al., 2015, Bach et al., 2016 and Gemechu et al., 2016). Most of them complement the existing Life 
Cycle Assessment (LCA) methodology according to ISO 14040/44 (Finkbeiner et al., 2006). These 
approaches range from considering single aspects (e.g. depletion of abiotic resource (Guinée et al., 
1993)) over multiple aspects (e.g. several socioeconomic availability constraints (Schneider et al., 
2013)) to first approaches with regard to sustainability assessments (e.g. Bach et al., 2016). So far the 
focus has been on metals and minerals, with only few methodologies also considering biotic 
resources and raw materials (Oakdene Hollins, 2014; Bach et al., 2017). 
For the assessment on company level so far only few approaches exist (e. g. (Duclos et al., 2010; 
Graedel et al., 2012; VDI Verein Deutscher Ingenieure e.V e.V, 2013; Bensch et al., 2015)), which 
often consider the same socio-economic limitations to availability as on product level. Additionally to 
availability, the vulnerability of the considered companies with regard to these materials is taken into 
account. Assessing the availability of materials within the context of a company's vulnerabilities is 
referred to as criticality. So far existing methodologies focus on abiotic resources only. 
For the assessment of resource use on the country level several methodologies and studies exist (e.g. 
Eggert et al., 2007, Morley and Eatherley, 2008, Kind, 2011, Knašytė et al., 2012, European 
Commission, 2014, Bastein and Rietveld, 2015, Hatayama and Tahara, 2015, Glöser-Chahoud et al., 
2016, Buchert et al., 2017 and Blengini et al., 2017). For a comprehensive assessment of resource use 
on the country level in the context of sustainable development, the following dimensions have to be 
addressed: vulnerability, availability, criticality as well as environmental and social impacts. To 
determine the dimension vulnerability the aspects substitutability followed by economic importance 
and dependency on imports are addressed most often. However, more aspects can influence 
vulnerability as shown by the various aspects addressed in the existing methodologies (Helbig et al., 
2016). 
As shown in Achzet and Helbig (2013) the most commonly applied indicators for determining the 
dimension socio-economic availability are concentration of reserves, production and companies as 
well as by-product dependency, mining capacity and demand growth. The range of considered 
indicators varies between one (e. g. Buchholz et al., 2012) and eight (e.g. Graedel et al., 2012). 
However, studies on the product level (e.g. Schneider, 2014, Bach et al., 2016 and Henßler et al., 
2016) have shown that more than these eight aspects should be established to reach a 
comprehensive assessment of socio-economic availability constraints. To calculate the indicator 
results for the socioeconomic dimension, some methodologies use global production data (e. g. 
Buchholz et al., 2012 and Graedel et al., 2012), while others use a mix of global production and 
import data, depending on the socioeconomic aspect taken into account (e.g. Erdmann et al., 2011, 
Knašytė et al., 2012, Hatayama and Tahara, 2015, Glöser-Chahoud et al., 2016, Buchert et al., 2017 
and Blengini et al., 2017). Whereas some aspects are influenced by the global market and thus are 
independent from the import mix (e.g. price fluctuations), for other aspects (e.g. political stability) 
the import structure plays a significant role with regard to the availability of resources and raw 
materials and thus, should be taken into account. So far import based indicator results are only 
determined for the categories concentration of production and country risk (e. g. as done by 
Erdmann et al., 2011, Knašytė et al., 2012 and Glöser-Chahoud et al., 2016) and no comparison 
between import based and global results is carried out. 
Next to the socio-economic availability, also the physical availability of resources should be 
addressed. Indicators determining the socioeconomic availability consider reserves (identified stocks 
from which a mineral or metal can be economically extracted as of today (United States Geological 
Survey, 2015)), whereas the physical availability refers to the long term availability of resources. 
Thus, all available resource stocks (quantified by the ultimate reserves) are taken into account, 
assuming that at one point in time they can be extracted as technological development progresses. 
Existing methodologies focus on socio-economic aspects only, whereas physical aspects are seldom 
taken into account. 
In order to determine the final criticality of raw materials for a country, studies and methodologies 
either graph the availability and vulnerability dimensions together in a diagram (common two-axis 
assessment framework as shown by e. g. Eggert et al., 2007, Erdmann et al., 2011, Graedel et al., 
2012 and European Commission, 2014) or calculate a single score results by aggregating both 
dimensions (as shown by e. g. Morley and Eatherley, 2008, Graedel et al., 2012, Knašytė et al., 2012, 
Bastein and Rietveld, 2015 and Hatayama and Tahara, 2015). So far no common agreement has been 
reached, which of these is the more favorable approach. However, as shown by Nassar et al. (2012) 
determining a single score result is challenging as weighting has to be applied, which highly 
influences the results. 
As human beings rely on the environment (and its ecosystem services) it is defined as a resource 
worthy of protection (European Commission, 2005), and pollution of the environment related to 
resource use is taken into account in resource use assessment methodologies. Existing 
methodologies consider environmental implications of resource use either by evaluating pollution of 
the environment (as done by e.g. Buchert et al., 2017) or by applying the Environmental Performance 
Index (EPI) (Yale Center for Environmental Law and Policy, 2014) (as done by e.g. Graedel et al., 2012 
and European Commission, 2014). When the pollution of the environment is assessed only resource 
specific impacts (related to resource extraction, processing use and end of life) are taken into 
account, whereas country specific differences, e.g. different technological standards, are not 
considered. When EPI is applied only the performance of a country in general and not specific for a 
resource is taken into account (e. g. processing of aluminum requires more energy and therefore 
leads to more emissions than steel (Han, 1996)). Further, country specific emissions are determined 
for the global production mix only, but should also be calculated for the specific import mix of the 
considered country. Import based results should also be compared to global averages. 
Further, when determining resource use in the context of sustainable development also social 
aspects have to be considered (Jenkins and Yakovleva, 2006; United Nations Environment 
Programme, UNEP, 2009). Social impacts of a country's resource use are so far taken into account by 
addressing health impacts applying life cycle impact assessment methods as done by Bensch et al. 
(2015) or by taken into account aspects addressed in social life cycle assessment as done by Dewulf 
et al. (2015) and Buchert et al. (2017), e. g violent conflicts, working conditions and corruption of the 
extracting country. However, country based indicators are determined only for the three countries 
with the highest global production, therefore neglecting countries with smaller production but 
possibly higher social violations. Further, social aspects should also be determined based on the 
import mix and results should be compared to the global average. 
Most of the existing methodologies and studies address metals and minerals, with only few ones also 
taking into account biotic resources and raw materials (e. g. Morley and Eatherley, 2008; Kind, 2011; 
Knašytė et al., 2012; Oakdene Hollins, 2014) and so far only the publication by (Knašytė et al., 2012)) 
consider fossil fuels. Assessing availability constraints of biotic and fossil resources and raw materials 
and comparing them to mineral resources is relevant for a holistic assessment and to identify 
possible trade-offs (e. g. the use of renewable energy like wind or solar power instead of fossil energy 
resources leads to a higher demand of specific materials like indium, for which socio-economic 
availability constraints occur). 
Therefore, the aim of the introduced approach is to enhance the assessment of critical resource use 
at the country level (SCARCE – method) by considering: 
 Socio-economic availability, 
 Additional relevant categories (and corresponding indicators) are taken into account 
 Environmental impacts, 
 Aspects specific for the considered resource as well as for the production country are taken 
into account 
 Social impacts, 
 Existing indicators are improved with regard to underlying data availability and all production 
countries are taken into account 
 Country specific results for the socio-economic availability as well as environmental and social 
impacts 
 The specific import mix of the country under investigation is taken into account 
 Results based on the import mix are compared to the global average 
 Physical availability, 
 The long term availability of resources based on ultimate reserves is taken into account 
 Vulnerability and criticality 
 Existing methodologies and frameworks are applied 
 Next to metals also fossil resources. 
In the next section, the overall approach to enhance the criticality assessment of a country's resource 
use is presented and it is shortly explained how relevant categories and indicators are identified 
(Section 2). Next, the individual dimensions, categories and indicators are explained in more detail 
(Sections 2.1–2.2) and applied in the case study of Germany (Section 3). Further, challenges of the 
introduced approach are discussed (Section 4) and conclusions are drawn (Section 5). 
2 SCARCE method 
In this section the approach to enhance the assessment of critical resource use on country level 
(SCARCE – method) to enhance the criticality assessment of a country's resource use is introduced. It 
is established to be used as a stand-alone methodology to analyze aspects of resource use in the 
context of sustainable development. All three sustainability dimensions are considered (see Fig. 1). 
The economic dimension is presented by the dimension criticality, which is assessed in the sub 
dimensions availability (further divided in socio-economic availability and physical availability) and 
vulnerability. The dimension societal acceptance is divided into the sub dimensions compliance with 
social standards and compliance with environmental standards, which reflect the social and 
environmental dimensions, respectively. For all (sub) dimensions categories and corresponding 
indicators are displayed. For identifying which indicators will be implemented in the introduced 
approach a bottom-up & top-down approach based on Bach et al. (2016) is applied (for more details 
see supplementary material – Section 1). 
Following, the considered dimensions, sub dimensions, categories and indicators are explained in 
more detail. 
2.1 Dimension: criticality 
In this section the determination of the dimension criticality is explained. It consists of the sub 
dimensions availability and vulnerability, for both of which a detailed description is provided in the 
next sections. For evaluation of the criticality the two sub dimensions availability and vulnerability 
have to be evaluated first. Each sub dimension is calculated by aggregating the indicator results of all 
associated categories (see Fig. 1). They are then graphed within a matrix (commonly used two-axis 
approach), where each point represents the specific resource result of the sub dimensions (risk of 
supply disruption and vulnerability to this disruption). Even though several methodologies provide 
approaches to determine single score results, in the introduced approach the aggregation of the 
(sub) dimensions is not carried out. In Section 3 results for Germany are shown (see Fig. 4). 
2.1.1 Sub dimension: availability 
In this section the categories and indicators used to determine the sub dimension availability are 
introduced. The Integrated Method to Assess Resource Efficiency (hereinafter referred to as ESSENZ) 
developed by Bach et al. (2016) to evaluate constraints to the availability of resources and raw 
materials on product level within Life Cycle Assessment, is used as a basis to determine availability 
constraints on country level. ESSENZ provides indicators for twelve categories. The category abiotic 
resource depletion (based on ultimate reserves) is applied to determine the sub dimension physical 
availability, whereas the categories concentration of reserves and production, company 
concentration, price fluctuation, primary material use, mining capacity, feasibility of exploration 
projects, occurrence of co-production, trade barriers, political stability and demand growth are used 
to determine the socio-economic availability. Following, the associated indicators of these categories 
are introduced (Further details regarding the calculation of the indicator values can be found in the 
ESSENZ publication by Bach et al., 2016): 
 Concentration: The categories concentration of reserves, production and companies are 
determined by squaring the global reserve shares, production shares and company shares 
respectively and summing each up individually based on Rhoades (1993). 
 Price fluctuations: The category is quantified by the volatility indicator applied by German Federal 
Institute for Geosciences and Natural Resources (2014). 
 Primary material use: To determine the effects of primary material use, the recycled content of 
the raw material is determined based on the data published by Graedel (2011). 
 Mining capacity: To quantify this category the reserve of a raw material is set in relation to the 
annual production based on the data by British Geological Survey (BGS) (2014) and United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) 2015). 
 Feasibility of exploration projects: The category is determined by multiplying the raw materials' 
share of global production per country with the Policy Potential Index (Cervantes et al., 2013). 
 Occurrence of co-production: To quantify the occurrence of metals with regard to co-production 
(main or companion product) qualitative values by Angerer et al. (2009) were transformed into 
quantitative values. 
 Trade barriers: They are measured by multiplying the raw materials' share of global production 
with the Enabling Trade Index (Hanouz et al., 2014). 
 Demand growth: The category is quantified by calculating production increase (or decrease) over 
the last five years based on annual production based on data provided by BGS (2014) and USGS 
(2015). 
 Political stability: For calculating the indicator value for this category the share of global 
production is multiplied by the Worldwide Governance Indicators (Kaufmann et al., 2011; World 
Bank Group, 2013). 
 Abiotic resource depletion: For determining the category of the sub dimension physical 
availability the characterization factors provided by Guinée et al. (1993) and Oers et al. (2002) for 
ultimate reserves (crustal content) are applied. They address the quantity of a resource that is 
ultimately available (van Oers and Guinée, 2016). The indicator is not adapted, but scaled to 0–1. 
 
Fig. 1. Overview of considered dimensions, sub dimensions and categories considered within the SCARCE method and their 
link to the sustainability dimensions. 
To determine the indicator results of the categories, first the indicator values have to be determined 
(as shown above). Then, the indicator value of a material 𝑖 within a category c is set in relation to the 
category specific target value (an exception is the category physical availability for which no target 
value is available) to determine the Distance-to-Target (DtT) value based on the ecological scarcity 
approach (Müller-Wenk et al., 1990; Frischknecht et al., 2009) (see Eq.(1)). 







The targets were determined by a stakeholder survey within the ESSENZ project (Bach et al., 2016). 
The DtT - values reflect to which extent resources and raw materials face availability constraints: a 
value lower than 1 refers to no availability constraints (and thus is set to zero as the considered 
aspect does not have any potential limitation on resource availability); a value of 1 or greater than 1 
refers to limited availability. Thus, the determined targets are a key element of this approach. The 
targets as well as a comprehensive explanation and discussion of the approach can be found in the 
publication by (Bach et al., 2016). Within the product oriented ESSENZ method the next steps include 
normalization based on global production amounts and scaling of these normalized values to 1.7 × 10 
3. Finally, to determine the availability of resources and raw materials in product systems, the 
indicator values are multiplied with the used amount of raw materials within the product system 
under consideration. 
The approach for the indicator values as applied in ESSENZ can also be used to adequately determine 
indicator values for a country assessment when the following changes are implemented: 
1) Originally all six Worldwide Governance Indicator (Kaufmann et al., 2011; World Bank Group, 
2013) were taken into account for the category political stability, whereas within the SCARCE 
method only four indicators are considered. As geopolitical risk is an aspect considered within 
the sub dimension availability as well as within the sub dimension compliance with social 
standards (see Section 2.2.2), the Worldwide Governance Indicators are divided into two sets: 
indicators quantifying government effectiveness, regulatory quality, rule of law and control of 
corruption are applied to determine availability constraints due to political stability, whereas the 
indicators voice & accountability and no violence are applied for the assessment of geopolitical 
risk (see Section 2.2.2) in the societal dimension. 
2) Scale up of the raw material specific DtT - values to 0–1 instead to 1.7 × 1013 (for more 
explanation see1). The indicator results of a raw material 𝑖 are determined by subtracting the 
smallest DtT – value of the category c from the original DtT - value and dividing it by the 
difference of the highest and smallest DtT - value. (see Eq. (2)) 
   
indicator result𝑖,𝑐 =
(DtT −  value𝑖,𝑐 −  DtT −  value𝑚𝑖𝑛,𝑐)




   
3) Global production values as well as the used raw material amounts (which are considered in the 
availability dimension in the product assessment) are taken into account in the sub dimension 
vulnerability for the evaluation of the country's criticality (see Section 3.2). 
                                                          
1 The number 1.7 × 1013 was chosen as it presents the highest global production value of the raw material 
portfolio considered (Bach et al., 2016). Within the product based assessment the amount of materials are 
multiplied by the indicator values to determine the overall risk to availability. Since some materials can 
dominate the BoM on mass basis (e. g. steel in cars) (Henßler et al., 2016), the indicator values need to have a 
certain spreading in order to make critical materials, which are usually present in small amounts (e. g. gold in 
cars), visible in the results. 
4) To determine availability constraints specific to a country, import data is used for the calculation 
of some indicators instead of global production data (see Table 1). Out of the 12 categories 
considered five four are not influenced by the specific import mix. Demand growth as well as 
price fluctuations are predominantly determined based on the global supply and demand 
balance rather than by exporting countries. The physical availability of a resource (defined 
Table 1 Overview of indicators used to quantify availability constraints of metals and fossil raw materials. 
Category Indicator Point of view 
Demand growth Percentage of annual growth based on past developments Global 
Concentration of reserves Herfindahl-Hirschmann-Index (Rhoades, 1993) Global 
Price fluctuation 
Volatility based on (German Federal Institute for Geosciences and Natural 
Resources, 2014) 
Global 
Physical availability Abiotic resource depletion (Guinée et al., 1993; Oers et al., 2002) Global 
Occurrence of co-production Percentage of production as companion metal (Angerer et al., 2009) Global 
Primary material use Percentage of new material content (Graedel, 2011) Global 
Company concentration Herfindahl-Hirschmann-Index (Rhoades, 1993) Company specifica 
Mining capacity Reserve-to-annual-production ratio Country specific 
Feasibility of exploration projects Policy Potential Index (Cervantes et al., 2013) Country specific 
Trade barriers Enabling Trade Index (Hanouz et al., 2014) Country specific 
Political stability Worldwide Governance Indicators (World Bank Group, 2013) Country specific 
Concentration of production Herfindahl-Hirschmann-Index (Rhoades, 1993) Country specific 
a Due to missing data a global perspective is applied. 
by its amount within the earth crusts and its extraction rate) also does not depend on the 
countries the resources are imported from. This also applies to the categories concentration of 
reserves and occurrence as co-product, which are determined by the resources appearance in 
nature. The category primary material use is established to determine the pressure on primary 
materials, which can be reduced by using secondary materials. Due to missing data, the aspect 
cannot be determined for the considered country and is therefore included as a supply risk 
based on the global average recycling content of raw materials. 
The other categories can be impacted by the choice of importing countries. Thus, instead of indicator 
values based on global production data, the import mix of the country under consideration is used as 
a basis for calculation. The categories trade barriers, political stability as well as feasibility of 
exploration projects are highly influenced by the governmental structure and practices of the 
exporting countries. For the category concentration of production the number of countries from 
which resources are imported as well as the amount of raw materials produced in these countries 
determine the supply risk. If raw materials are only imported from few countries with small materials 
amounts, the possible supply constraints are higher compared to importing them from several 
countries with high raw material production. This also applies to the category company 
concentration: being able to trade raw materials with many companies reduces possible supply 
restrictions, compared to being able to trade with only few companies. However, due to missing data 
it is not possible to calculate the company concentration for Germany or other countries (as pointed 
out by an asterisk in Table 1). The category mining capacity, which is quantified by the static range 
(reserve to annual production ratio), assess supply restrictions due to the depletion of currently 
operating mines and thus the need to establish new mines. As the timeframe for establishing a fully 
operational mine can add up to around 15 years, a raw materials might not be available in the same 
amounts as before and is therefore subject to potential availability constrictions. When a country 
imports its raw materials from countries where the mining capacity is almost exhausted, the risk of 
possible restrictions is higher than for raw materials imported from countries where the mining 
capacity is not or less exhausted. 
Results based on the country specific import mix can be compared to results based on global 
production data to determine if the country under consideration performs better, the same or worse 
than the global average. To determine the difference (∆) between the import based and global 
results the import based indicator result (scaled distance to target value) of the considered raw 
material 𝑖 for category c are subtracted from the global indicator result (see Eq. (3)). 
∆𝑖,𝑐  =  indicator resultglobal,i,c − indicator resultimport,i,c (3) 
  
Is the difference greater than zero, the global constraints are larger than for the imported materials. 
The constraints are equal, if the difference is zero. Is the difference lower than zero, the constraints 
of the imported raw materials are higher than the global average. 
2.1.2 Sub dimension: vulnerability 
In this section, the categories and indicators applied for the sub dimension vulnerability are 
introduced. The sub dimension is based on existing methodologies to determine vulnerability, in 
particular Erdmann et al. (2011), Buchholz et al. (2012), Graedel et al. (2012), European Commission 
(2014), Klinglmair et al. (2014), Oakdene Hollins (2014) and Sonnemann et al. (2015). It was ensured 
that only categories were selected for which data is available. Thus, the categories implemented for 
the assessment of a country's vulnerability are: economic importance, share of world production, 
internal required demand, dependency on imports, availability of purchasing strategies, 
substitutability, and utilization in future technologies. In Table 2 an overview of these categories and 
the corresponding indicators is shown. The indicators of all categories are scaled to 0–1 (see Eq. (2)) 
before being weighted to guarantee that comparability is possible. Aggregation of the seven 
categories to a single score result for every resource and raw material is necessary to plot the results 
within the criticality matrix. 
Table 2 Overview of categories including a short description and indicator for quantification of the dimension vulnerability. 
Category Short description Indicator 
Economic importance Economic profits of a raw materials 
Value added of sectors which utilize the raw material 
in production according to (Knašytė et al., 2012) 
Share of global production 
Share of imported raw materials compared to the 
worldwide production 
Imported amounts in relation to global production 
Domestically required 
demand 
Imported amount of raw materials Imported amount 
Dependency on imports Domestic production Domestic production compared to imported amounts 
Availability of purchasing 
strategies 
Purchasing strategies exist between the country 
under consideration with other countries 
Share of the raw material imported from countries, 
for which purchasing strategies are established 
Substitutability Substitutability of raw materials Share of raw material, which can be substituted 
Utilization in future 
technologies 
Demand of a specific raw material by future 
technologies 
Share of raw material, which will be significant for 
future technologies 
 
2.2  Dimension: societal acceptance 
Next to availability and vulnerability also social and environmental aspects are important when 
assessing a country´s resource use. Both can lead to availability constraints due to low societal 
acceptance. Consumers are more and more interested in compliance with social as well as 
environmental standards (e.g. Tsurukawa and Manhart, 2011; The Guardian, 2015; Eisenhammer, 
2015; Osburg et al., 2016; Aitken et al., 2016; Balanay and Halog, 2016; Wan Ahmad et al., 2016; 
Kemp et al., 2016) and expect companies as well as the government to uphold certain norms. Is the 
breach too severe, certain material cannot be imported for utilization because of possible consumer 
boycott. Following, the sub dimensions compliance with social and environmental standards are 
explained in more detail. 
2.2.1  Compliance with social standards 
In this section the categories and indicators for the sub dimension compliance with social standards 
are introduced, which are established based on ESSENZ as well as the work done by Buchert et al. 
(2017). Overall three aspects were identified as being significant: small scale mining, geopolitical risk 
and human rights abuse (see Fig. 2). These aspects are expressed as categories within the introduced 
SCARCE method. 
 
Fig. 2. Overview of considered categories, sub categories and indicators to determine compliance with social standards. 
Small scale mining is one of the aspects proposed by Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD, 2016) to identify minerals mined within risk and conflict zones. Materials mined 
in small scale mining operations are often used to pay for violent conflicts and wars and are 
characterized by poor working conditions (Lujala, 2010; Driffield et al., 2013). For quantification data 
regarding the global share of small scale mining operations, in relation to the considered resources, 
are identified (e.g. 50% of all chrome worldwide is mined in small scale mining operations) (Ghose, 
2003; Dondeyne et al., 2009; Dorner et al., 2012). Furthermore, artisanal small scale mining is 
considered even more detrimental to human well-being than industrial small scale mining, because 
of its intense requirement for physical labor (Gunson and Jian, 2002). Thus, the share of materials 
mined in artisanal small scale mining is taken into account as an additional factor. The small scale 
mining indicator (SCMI), applied in the SCARCE method, is determined of a resource 𝑖 by multiplying 
the share of the resource extracted in small scale mining operations (share of ssm) with the share 
extracted in artisanal small scale mining (share of artisanal ssm, which is added to 1 to prevent that 
the overall indicator becomes zero, when only small scale mining but no artisanal small scale mining 
occurs) (see Eq. (4)). 
SCMI𝑖 =  share of ssm𝑖 × (share of artisanal ssm𝑖 + 1) (4) 
  
The results are scaled to 0–1 according to Equation x. For resources where no data is available, it was 
assumed that no small scale mining takes places. As data related to small scale mining is collected for 
over 20 years (e.g. Brower, 1979; Godoy, 1985; Caymo, 2016) this assumption ca be seen as 
plausible. 
Another significant parameter for compliance with social standards is countries displaying unstable 
governments. Within those countries the likelihood of repression of citizens (with regard to voting, 
freedom of expression, etc.) as well as politically motivated violence (Bienen and Gersovitz, 1986; 
Hafner-Burton, 2005; Jong-A-Pin, 2009) is high. To determine the category geopolitical risk two of the 
overall six Worldwide Governance Indicators (voice and accountability and political stability & no 
violence (GI) (Kaufmann et al., 2011; World Bank Group, 2013)) as well as the global peace index 
(GPI) (Institute for Economics and Peace, 2015) are taken into account. The GPI ranks countries 
regarding their level of peacefulness by considering domestic and international conflicts as well as 
degree of militarization (Institute for Economics and Peace, 2015). 
To determine the geopolitical risk the indicators are summed up, squared (this way differences 
between low and high impacts are more significant), multiplied with the country specific import 
shares and summed up (see Eq. (5)). Results are scaled to 0–1 according to Eq. (2). 
Geopolitical risk indicator𝑖 = ∑ import shares𝑖,𝑥 × (GI𝑥 + GPI𝑥)
2 (5) 
  
Consideration of human rights abuse is essential for determining compliance with social standards. 
Since small scale mining as well as geopolitical risks already take into account human rights 
violations, the last category focuses on additional aspects, to which consumers react especially 
sensitive. These aspects are child labor (CL), forced labor (FL) and overall torture (also including 
extrajudicial killing and political imprisonment). Child and forced labor are quantified based on data 
of the Social Hotspot Database (Benoit-Norris et al., 2012; Norris et al., 2013). Torture can be 
measured by the Cingranelli-Richards Human Rights Physical Integrity Rights Index (PIRI) (Cingranelli 
and Richards, 2010; Cingranelli et al., 2012). To determine the category human rights abuse for a 
resource 𝑖 the indicators are summed up, squared (to enhance differences between low and high 
impacts), multiplied with the country specific import shares and summed up (see Eq. (6)). The results 
then are scaled to 0–1 according to Eq. (2). 
Human right abuse indicator𝑖 = ∑ import shares𝑖,𝑥 × (CL𝑥 + FL𝑥 + PIRI𝑥)
2 (6) 
  
To determine the final result for the sub dimension compliance with social standards the three 
categories are summed up equally. The results are not plotted in the criticality matrix. Instead, the 
five raw materials with the highest risks are visually highlighted by frames with a broken line (see Fig. 
4). 
The indicators are calculated based on country specific import data as default. However, they can 
also be determined for the global production to be compared in the same way as for the sub 
dimension availability (see Eq. (3)). Is the difference between the global and import based results 
greater than zero the compliance with social 
 Fig. 3. Overview of categories and indicators considered for compliance with environmental standards. 
standards is better for the imported materials compared to the global average. Is the difference 
lower than zero, the compliance is lower. 
2.2.2 Compliance with environmental standards 
In this section the categories and indicators for the sub dimension compliance with environmental 
standards are introduced. Overall three aspects are identified as relevant: sensitivity of local 
biodiversity, water scarcity and climate change. These aspects are expressed as categories within the 
SCARCE method (see Fig. 3). The state of the environment can influence the safeguard subjects 
ecosystem (e.g. biodiversity loss) and human health (e.g. malnutrition). Therefore, impacts on both 
safeguard subjects are addressed, with the exaptation of biodiversity. So far no reliable indicators 
exists to measure biodiversity and related ecosystem services of countries with regard to human 
health impacts (e. g. nutrient recycling to support food production) (Romanelli et al., 2015; Sandifer 
et al., 2015; Winter et al., 2017). 
The sensitivity of the local biodiversity is an issue not only related to but of significance for extraction 
of resources mostly due to transformation of land area to mining areas including expansion of 
infrastructure (Pascal et al., 2008; Murguía et al., 2016). Within the SCARCE method the protection of 
biodiversity is quantified by using indicators as proposed in the ecoregions approach by Brethauer et 
al. (2013). These indicators are scarcity of ecoregions (SE), conservation status (CS) and number of 
endemic species (ES) and are established based on data provided by World Wildlife Fund (2012) for 
827 ecoregions. These ecoregions results are converted (area weighted) into country specific 
indicator values. 
To determine the sensitivity of local biodiversity with regard to resources 𝑖 first the three indicators 
are scaled to 0–1, summed up and squared (to enhance differences between low and high impacts). 
They are further multiplied with the raw material specific import shares (see Eq. (7)).  
Impacts due to sensitivity of local biodiversity𝑖




Water scarcity is linked to severe human health issues (e.g. malnutrition (Sophocleous, 2004)) 
especially in developing countries as well as to impacts on ecosystems (e. g. drying up of rivers 
(Postel, 2000)). It is necessary for most mining operations and thus, often associated to be in direct 
competition with environmental and social needs (Camargo and Alonso, 2006; Vörösmarty et al., 
2010; Budds and Hinojosa, 2012). Based on Pfister et al. (2009) effects on the ecosystem (expressed 
in potentially disappeared fractions) are determined. The method of Boulay et al. (2011) is applied to 
define impacts on human health (expressed in Disability-Adjusted Life Year). Both methods provide 
indicator values on country level, which can be set in relation to the country specific import share to 
determine resource 𝑖 specific water scarcity impacts. Therefore, both indicators are scaled to 0–1, 
summed up and squared (see Eq. (8)).  
Water scarcity impacts𝑖
= ∑ import shares𝑖,𝑥




Climate change is the most addressed environmental impact worldwide (Boykoff and Yulsman, 2013; 
Schmidt et al., 2013; Newman, 2016) and consumers ask about the carbon footprint of their products 
more and more (Furlow and Knott, 2009; Upham et al., 2011). Thus, the greenhouse gas impacts of 
resources is also a topic of societal concern (Kolk and Pinkse, 2005; Barrett and Scott, 2012). 
Greenhouse gas emission data is provided in the databases of GaBi (Thinkstep, 2016) and ecoinvent 
(Ecoinvent, 2016) for all 40 considered materials. Country specific data is only available for some of 
the materials as well as countries. Thus, global averages were used to determine the resource 𝑖 
specific climate change impact. The impacts of greenhouse gas emissions are determined by applying 
the ReCiPe methodology (Huijbregts et al., 2017) to determine impacts to human health (CCHH) and 
the environment (CCE). The results of the two indicators are scaled to 0–1, summed up and squared 
(see Eq. (9)).  
Climate change impacts𝑖 = (CCHH𝑖 + 𝐶𝐶𝐸𝑖)
2 (9) 
  
To determine the final result of the sub dimension compliance with environmental standards the 
three categories are summed up. The results are not plotted in the criticality matrix. Instead, the five 
raw materials with the highest results are visually highlighted with frames with a continuous line (see 
Fig. 4). 
As default the indicators are determined for the country specific import mix of the considered 
materials. However, they can also be calculated based on global production data and compared as 
within the sub dimension compliance with social standards (see Eq. (3)). If the difference between 
the global and import based results is greater than zero the compliance with environmental 
standards is better for the imported materials compared to the global average. If the difference is 
lower than zero, the compliance with environmental standards is lower for the imported raw 
materials compared to the global average. 
3 Case study of Germany 
Next the SCARCE method is applied to the case study of Germany. First, it is shortly described how 
the country specific import mix is determined, then results for the individual dimension and sub 
dimension are presented.  
 
Fig. 4. Results of criticality assessment for Germany; materials with five highest values for compliance with social (frames 
with a broken line) and environmental standards (frames with a continuous line) are highlighted; contour lines to cluster 
the results in five criticality levels are shown. 
3.1 Determination of the country specific import mix  
In this section it is explained how the country specific import mix is determined based on data 
provided by Ferretti et al. (2013), BGS (2014), United Nations (2015) and USGS (2015). The country 
specific import mix shall reflect from which fossil raw material and ore producing countries Germany 
imports raw materials (in the following the term ore is used to refer to metal ores as well as fossil 
raw materials). Even though data by United Nations (2015) provides import data for Germany based 
on current trade statistics, some materials imported into Germany are first traded to other European 
countries and then imported to Germany. For some materials this makes it impossible to trace the 
original producing countries (e.g. according to the provided data all gold used in Germany is 
imported from Switzerland; however within Switzerland no gold is mined). Thus, the import data is 
corrected using production data by BGS (2014) and USGS (2015). Import statistics and production 
statistics are compared for every raw material. When all countries importing a raw material into 
Germany are also producing the raw material, the country specific import mix can be used without 
adaptation. In case the countries in the import mix are not producing the raw material, the import 
mix is adapted accordingly as follows. When only few of the exporting countries are not ore 
producing countries, the overall amount of these countries is allocated to the producing countries 
based on the global production shares. When none of the exporting countries are producing the ore, 
the import mix is set equal to the global production mix. Finally, as for some materials purchasing 
strategies exists (see Section 3.3.2) (e.g. natural gas imported from Kazakhstan (Ferretti et al., 2013)) 
the country specific import mix is adopted accordingly (e. g. the import share of natural gas from 
Kazakhstan is set to 17% independently of the import data and global production). The determined 
import mix thus only covers the import of raw materials but not of products or intermediate 
products (e.g. metal plates). 
3.2 Overall result for Germany 
In this section, the overall result for the case study Germany is shown including aggregated results of 
all four (sub) dimensions (see Sections 3.3.1–3.3.3). 
In Fig. 4 the criticality matrix for Germany is displayed showing aggregated results of the raw 
materials for the dimensions availability and vulnerability. The materials with the five highest results 
for the dimension societal acceptance are highlighted. Frames with broken lines are used for the 
category compliance with social standards, whereas continuous lines are used for the category 
compliance with environmental standards. To support the interpretation of the results contour lines 
based on approach by Glöser et al. (2015) are displayed. As the criticality matrix is linearly scaled, the 
contour lines have a convex shape. By adding contour lines to the criticality matrix, the considered 
raw materials can be clustered in five areas representing different levels of criticality. Raw materials 
within level 1 can be seen as least critical, whereas raw materials in level 5 show the highest 
criticality. 
As shown in Fig. 4 none of the considered raw materials has a criticality level of five. The materials 
with the highest criticality are rare earth metals, which are the only raw materials in level 4. Further, 
bismuth, tungsten, rhenium, aluminum, gallium, beryllium, vanadium und chromium are classified 
with a criticality level of 3. Chromium, vanadium and tungsten also have a high risk to be not 
compliant with social standards (see Section 3.3.3.1 for more details). Tungsten even shows a high 
risk to violate environmental standards (see Section 3.3.3.2 for more details). Antinomy and 
platinum, which are classified with a level 2 criticality, are also associated with noncompliance of 
social standards; platinum even with the noncompliance of environmental standards. Gold, silver and 
molybdenum, which are classified with the criticality level of 1, are associated with noncompliance of 
environmental standards. Based on these results, the raw materials rare earth, tungsten, vanadium 
and chromium are the three materials, which should be further analyzed regarding reducing their 
criticality as well as social and environmental implications. 
3.3 Results of individual dimensions 
Next the results for the individual dimension (availability – Section 3.3.1; vulnerability – Section 3.3.2; 
compliance with social standards – Section 3.3.3.1; compliance with environmental standards – 
Section 3.3.3.2) are introduced in more detail to explain the overall result presented in Fig. 4. 
3.3.1 Results of sub dimension availability 
In this section the result of the sub dimension availability is analyzed in more detail. As shown in Fig. 
5 the raw materials silicon, copper, lead, molybdenum und titanium have the lowest risk regarding 
constraints to availability, whereas bismuth, rare earth, zirconium, tungsten and crude oil are the 
materials with the highest risks. 
  
Fig. 5. Result of sub dimension availability. 
Following, the results for bismuth are explained exemplary in more detail. For bismuth the categories 
with the highest risks are occurrence of co-production and primary material use. As bismuth is only 
mined as a by-product of lead, copper and other metals (Campbell, 1985; Ayres et al., 2003) the 
associated risk for the category occurrence of coproduction is plausible. It is used as an alloy metal as 
well as an substance in pharmaceuticals and as a pigment for cosmetics and paints (Anderson, 2014). 
So far only the share used as an alloy metal can be recycled. Thus, the overall recycling rate is low 
summing up to a recycled content of around 10% (Graedel et al., 2011). This explains the high 
potential availability constraints associated with this category. Additionally bismuth shows high risks 
for four more categories (company concentration, trade barriers, political stability and feasibility of 
mining operations). Overall only for three categories (physical availability, demand growth and 
mining capacity) there are no associated possible availability constraints. A detailed analysis like 
shown for bismuth should be carried out for all or at least the raw materials with the highest possible 
availability constraints. 
The categories primary material use, trade barriers and political stability have the highest risk for 
most raw materials. Low recycling rates for several of the raw materials especially ones used in 
electronic devices (Graedel, 2011) explain the high risks for the category primary material use. Even 
though there is no direct correlation between trade barriers and political stability, often both 
categories are influenced by the country's politics. Studies have shown that even though political 
stability can be a cause for decreasing trade barriers, the correlation cannot be applied for all 
countries (Enowbi Batuo and Asongu, 2015; Bonnal and Yaya, 2015; Puig and Chan, 2016). Thus, it is 
adequate to consider both categories, keeping in mind that similar results are plausible. As Germany 
has to import almost all of its resources (Huy et al., 2014), it relies on resource rich countries. Several 
of these resource rich countries are characterized by governments struggling to establish strong 
governmental institutions (Gylfason, 2001; Hodler, 2006; Venables, 2016; Siakwah, 2017) leading to 
low political stability and thus often high trade barriers (also called ”resource curse”). 
The categories demand growth, mining capacity and physical availability have a low influence with 
regard to availability constraints for most raw materials. For most raw materials demand growth has 
not been above average in the last years. Future trends (e.g. e mobility) which could increase the 
demand of specific raw materials are considered in the sub dimension vulnerability (Section 3.3.2). 
The mining operations of the countries from which Germany imports its raw materials are set up to 
last longer than 50 years and thus do not display any risk with regard to possible availability 
constraints. The physical availability refers to the total amount of an element in the Earth's crust 
regardless whether it is economically and technically extractable today or most likely in the future. 
Thus, the amount characterized as available is very high for the most raw materials and the category 
only plays a role for natural gas, tungsten, gold and hard coal as these materials show comparably 
low natural deposits. 
As addressed in Section 2.1.1 the results of the import-based categories (political stability, trade 
barriers, concentration of production, mining capacity and feasibility of mining operations) can be 
compared to the global results (see Fig. 6). Raw materials with values higher than zero have a lower 
risk with regard to availability constraints compared to the global average. The overall result is 
marked with a black rhombus sign. For Germany lead performs much better than the global average 
especially in the categories feasibility of exploration projects, trade barriers and political stability. 
China is with 50% the main global producer of lead BGS (2014) and USGS (2015). Its mining industry 
is characterized by i. a. challenges related to infrastructure, community development conditions as 
well availability of a sufficient geological database for better exploration strategies. China currently 
holds the 54th place (out of 104) with regard to attractive jurisdiction (Wederman, 2004; Cervantes 
et al., 2013). Germany imports only 6% of its lead from China. Most supplies are shipped from 
Australia, Sweden and USA (United Nations, 2015; USGS 2015), for which the policy potential index 
(indicator which quantifies the category) performs well. The high global production shares of China 
and the low amount imported by Germany are also the reason for a better performance of the 
category trade barriers and political stability. 
Raw materials with a value lower than zero have a higher risk of availability constraints than the 
global average. For Germany the highest risks compared to the global average occur with regard to 
aluminum for the categories political stability and concentration of production. 
According to United Nations (2015) Germany imports 92% of its aluminum from Guinea. The country 
is characterized by political upheaval (Hall, 2015; Dhillon and Kelly, 2015) and is therefore political 
unstable. From a global perspective Guinea only produces 6% of the global amount of aluminum, 
30% is produced in Australia, 19% in Indonesia and 17% in China. These countries have lower 
worldwide government indicator values (indicator quantifying political stability) as Guinea. The large 
amount of aluminum imported from Guinea also explains the high concentration of production for 
the import mix, whereas on global level several countries contribute to aluminum production (BGS, 
2014). 
 Fig. 6. Comparison of the import based and global results for the categories political stability, trade barriers, concentration 
of production, mining capacity and feasibility of mining operations. 
3.3.2 Results of sub dimension vulnerability 
In this section, it is shortly described how the categories are quantified for the case study of 
Germany. Then the results of the sub dimension are shown and explained. 
For the categories utilization in future technologies and substitutability data by Erdmann et al. (2011) 
is used. Within this publication substitutability and utilization in future technologies of raw materials 
for the German market are assessed and clustered into values from 0 to 1. Thus, these values can be 
adopted without being converted. As shown in Table 2 the quantification of the category 
domestically required demand is achieved by scaling the imported amounts based on BGS (2014) and 
USGS (2015) to values from 0 to 1 (1 represents the highest imported amount). The imported 
amounts are set in relation to the global production to quantify the category share of global 
production. Dependency on imports is identified by determining the amounts of material produced 
within Germany based on Huy et al. (2014) and comparing them to the imports. To quantify the 
influence of availability of purchasing strategies it is determined how big the import shares are 
regarding countries for which these strategies exists (Ferretti et al., 2013). The share is subtracted 
from 1, leading to values from 0 to 1. The economic importance of a material is determined based on 
the added value to German companies utilizing the raw material based on data by Statistisches 
Bundesamt (2012, 2015) (Federal Statistical Office). The final results of the categories are scaled to 
0–1. 
The results of the individual categories are aggregated as shown in Fig. 7. The results of the sub 
dimension vulnerability are analyzed in more detail. Germany shows the lowest vulnerability with 
regard to gold, silver, copper, iron and tellurium. Uranium has the highest vulnerability followed by 
manganese, chromium, magnesium and vanadium. Exemplary the results for uranium are analyzed in 
more detail. Such a detailed analysis should be carried out for all or at least the raw materials with 
the highest vulnerability. 
For uranium the category share of global production has the highest results. Even with the Nuclear 
Phase-Out Act (Gesetz zur Änderung des Atomgesetz (Deutscher Bundestag, 2011)(German 
parliament) Germany still relies on energy from nuclear power for its electricity, leading up to a share 
of about 14% nuclear energy (de Menezes and Houllier, 2015; Arbeitsgemeinschaft Energiebilanzen, 
2016 (Working Group on Energy Balances)). As Germany only has small amounts of uranium 
resources, which are currently not extracted, they have to import uranium – 1890 t in 2015 (Statista, 
2015). Therefore, the category share of global production (imported amount in relation to world 
production) is the category with the highest contribution. Furthermore, the category economic 
importance shows also high results, since uranium is utilized in the energy sector which generates a 
high value added (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2012, 2015). Other important categories are dependency 
on imports (due to absence of domestically resources) and availability of purchasing strategies (no 
purchasing strategies for uranium exist in Germany (Ferretti et al., 2013)). However, it can be 
assumed that the dependency on uranium will decrease significantly in the next years due to the 
Nuclear PhaseOut Act. 
The results of the sub dimension availability and vulnerability are plotted in a diagram – the criticality 
matrix (as shown in Fig. 4). The results of both sub dimensions have to be considered to determine 
the criticality of a raw material. For example, even though the vulnerability of uranium is high, its risk 
with regard to availability constraints is rather low. 
3.3.3 Results of dimension societal acceptance 
The dimension societal acceptance consists of the two sub dimensions compliance with social 
standards and compliance with environmental standards. For both sub dimensions the overall results 
are presented. Further, the import based results are compared to the global production shares to 
determine if raw materials imported to Germany perform better or worse than the global average. 
3.3.3.1 Results of sub dimension compliance with social standards. 
In this section, the results of the sub dimension compliance with social standards are explained in 
more detail. As shown in Fig. 8 lignite coal, tellurium, lithium, beryllium and zinc have the highest 
compliance with social standards (and therefore low indicator values). 
Chromium, antimony, platinum, vanadium and tungsten have the lowest compliance with social 
standards (and therefore high indicator values). For tungsten the category small scale mining has the 
highest impact as it is predominately imported from Bolivia (United Nations, 2015), where small scale 
mining operations are responsible for almost all tungsten extraction (Noetstaller, 1987; Hilson, 2002). 
For antimony the impact of small scale mining is high since it is predominantly imported from China, 
where it is most likely extracted within small scale mining operations (Noetstaller, 1987; Gunson and 
Jian, 2002; Shen and Gunson, 2006). Chromium, platinum and vanadium are prominently imported 
from South Africa, Russia and China – countries where human right violations and political conflicts 
occur (Seedat et al., 2009; Cingranelli et al., 2012; World Bank Group, 2013; Human Rights Watch, 
2016). Thus, the results for these categories are high. 
Further, the import based results are compared with the global results to analyze for which raw 
materials Germany performs better or worse than the global average. As shown in Fig. 9 Germany 
shows better results for the raw materials silicon, lead, rare earth, zinc and tantalum. 
 Fig. 7. Results of the sub dimension vulnerability. 
For silicon the categories human right abuse and geopolitical risk perform better than the global 
average. Germany imports its silicon mostly from Norway, Poland and France, where human right 
abuse as well as the geopolitical risk are small. Globally China and Russia are the biggest producer, 
which have comparably higher risk with regard to the considered categories.  
 
Fig. 8. Results for the sub dimension compliance with social standards. 
 Fig. 9. Comparison of the import based and global results for the sub dimension compliance with social standards. 
Tin and tungsten perform worse than the global average for the category small scale mining. As 
described above tungsten is imported predominantly from Bolivia, whereas from a global point of 
view not all tungsten is extracted within small scale mining. The same applies for tin: it is imported 
from Thailand and Peru (both countries are associated with small scale mining (Noetstaller, 1987; 
Labonne, 1996; Hentschel et al., 2002)), whereas globally only a small amount is extracted within 
small scale mining operations (Dorner et al., 2012). Platinum, aluminum and chromium also perform 
worse compared to the global average for the categories geopolitical risk. This can also be explained 
by the import mix: aluminum is predominantly imported from Guinea, whereas in the global 
production mix Guineas share is rather small and large amounts are produced in Australia (with 
30%), China (with 18%) and Indonesia (with 19%) (USGS, 2015). As already explained, Guinea has 
been dealing with by political upheaval in recent years (Hall, 2015; Dhillon and Kelly, 2015) also 
leading to human rights violations (Human Rights Watch, 2016). 
As addressed above imported chromium is predominantly mined in South Africa (a county where 
human right violations and political conflicts occur (Kynoch, 2005; Seedat et al., 2009)) and therefore 
performs worse than the global average, where the share extracted in South Africa is much smaller. 
The imported zirconium comes to 60% from China (and 14% from USA as well as 15% from Australia), 
whereas for the global production mix Australia is the country with the highest production share 
(50%; further 10% in USA and only 3% in China). As human right abuses occur in China (Lee, 2007; 
O’Brien, 2015; Pedersen and Kinley, 2016) a higher imported amount results in a higher difference of 
the result. 
3.3.3.2 Results of sub dimension compliance with environmental standards. 
Following the results for the sub dimension compliance with environmental standards are explained. 
As shown in Fig. 10 tellurium, lignite coal, aluminum, selenium and lithium perform best, whereas 
gold, tungsten, platinum, silver and chromium perform worse. Overall the category climate change 
has only an influence on few raw materials: gold, platinum and palladium. Studies as well as current 
databases show that the climate change impact of these raw materials is especially high (Norgate et 
al., 2007; Nuss and Eckelman, 2014; Ecoinvent, 2016; Thinkstep, 2016). The high climate change 
impacts of gold and platinum can be explained by the high energy use for extraction due to their low 
ore grades (Mudd, 2007; Yang, 2009). 
 
Fig. 10. Results for the sub dimension compliance with environmental standards. 
The results for water scarcity and sensitivity of local biodiversity are determined country specific. The 
category water scarcity is very high for tungsten as it is mined in Bolivia. Even though Bolivia is 
characterized as a country with medium water scarcity from a resource perspective (Berger et al., 
2014), due to governmental regulations and low state of the art with regard to drinking water and 
wastewater treatment technology in rural areas risks related to human health exists (Spronk and 
Webber, 2007; Wutich and Ragsdale, 2008; Calizaya et al., 2010). 
Silver shows the highest sensitivity with regard to the local biodiversity, because almost 50% of silver 
is imported from Argentina. Argentina is one of the most biodiverse countries in the world with 
several areas under protection. However, the transformation of ecosystems to agricultural areas, 
logging activities and oil and gas prospecting have increased in recent years. Thus, the amount of 
mammals, amphibians and birds listed under a category of threat has been growing as well (Grau and 
Diego Brown, 2000; Manrique et al., 2013; Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 
2014a). 
Further, the import based results are compared to the global results to analyze for which raw 
materials Germany performs better or worse than the global average. As shown in Fig. 11 only for 
few materials Germany performs better than the global average, for most raw materials it performs 
worse. The overall result is marked with a black rhombus sign. Climate change is zero for all raw 
materials as the results are not influenced by import mixes, but are established on a global level. 
Especially for tungsten and silver the imported raw materials perform worse. This can be explained 
by the import structure. As already mentioned silver is mostly imported from Argentina which has a 
high sensitivity with regard to the local biodiversity. On a global scale overall 58 countries mine silver 
worldwide with individual production shares around 14% (BGS, 2014). Due to this high amount of 
countries mining silver including many countries with low sensitivity of the local biodiversity the 
global average is smaller than the import based result. Tungsten is predominantly imported from 
Bolivia, which has a high sensitivity with regard to the local biodiversity (Finer et al., 2008; Secretariat 
of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2014b). 
 
Fig. 11. Comparison of the import based and global results for the sub dimension compliance with environmental 
standards. 
Considering global production Bolivia has a small share of 2% and most of the tungsten is mined in 
China (80%) and Russia (10%) (BGS, 2014; USGS 2015). The sensitivity of the local biodiversity is 
smaller in China than in Bolivia, because of its smaller biodiversity richness and its higher overall 
conservation status (based on current trends and conditions) (World Wildlife Fund, 2012). 
4 Results and discussion 
The aim of the introduced SCARCE method is to provide an improved criticality assessment by 
considering a comprehensive set of availability indicators, and determine them based on the 
individual country specific import mix of countries instead of the global production mix. Furthermore, 
the criticality framework is expanded to include social and environmental aspects and achieve a first 
step towards sustainability assessment for resources. 
Indicator values based on global production are provided for the categories of the sub dimensions 
availability, compliance with social standards and compliance with environmental standards for all 40 
considered resources and raw materials. Further, the indicator values on country level are provided 
for the dimension societal acceptance. They can be used to calculate import based results for this 
dimension (data are provided within the supplementary material – Section 2). Providing data 
enhances the applicability of the SCARCE method tremendously. 
The SCARCE method is applied on a case study of Germany. The plausibility of results could be 
shown. However, several challenges exist which are addressed and discussed in the following. 
Within all sub dimension aggregation occurs to determine a single score reflecting the corresponding 
(sub) dimension. This means the twelve categories of the sub dimension availability, the seven 
categories of the sub dimension vulnerability as well as the three categories (and the corresponding 
indicators within the categories) of the sub dimension compliance with social standards and the 
three categories (as well as the corresponding indicators of the categories) of the sub dimension 
compliance with environmental standards are aggregated to one value respectively. For all sub 
categories equal weighting of all categories (and indicators) is applied as proposed in existing 
methodologies (e. g. Erdmann et al., 2011, Graedel et al., 2012, VDI (2013), European Commission, 
2014 and Bach et al., 2016). As weighting is always subjective (Finkbeiner et al., 2014) it has to be 
kept in mind that the results could change if different weighting factors are applied. Further, due to 
the unequal amount of indicators and categories considered within the dimensions, an implicitly 
weighting occurs. For example, in the sub dimension availability overall 12 categories are considered, 
whereas in the sub dimension vulnerability only seven categories are taken into account. Thus, the 
individual categories of the sub dimension vulnerability contribute more to the overall result of this 
sub dimension. Whereas the individual categories of the sub dimension availability contribute 
comparably less to the overall result of the sub dimension availability. However, if interpretation of 
the results is followed as proposed (as shown in the case study for Germany), each category and 
dimension including the applied weighing schemes should be adequately reflected and can therefore 
be taken into consideration during interpretation and formulation of possible policy options. Further, 
none of the proposed approaches to determine a single-score result for criticality was applied due to 
the uncertainties associated with weighting. Nassar et al. (2012) showed that single score results for 
criticality vary significantly depending on the weighting approach applied. Thus, the aggregation to 
one criticality results provides limited additional value for the interpretation of the results. 
All indicators applied in the SCARCE method face the challenge of underlying data quality. If the data 
quality is poor, higher uncertainties are associated with the indicator results. More established 
indicators (e.g. Enabling Trade Index (Hanouz et al., 2014)) tend to have lower uncertainties because 
they are improved over time. Further, data for calculating the import mix, global production as well 
as the indicator values are derived from different years (data used originates from the years 2010–
2016). 
Furthermore, so far the SCARCE method has only been applied for imported raw materials but does 
not take into account intermediate products (e.g. metal sheets) and final products (e.g. automotive 
battery), which can be influenced by availability constraints, vulnerability and societal acceptance as 
well (Peiró et al., 2013; Lapko et al., 2016). 
To fully assess the availability of primary materials anthropogenic stocks have to be taken into 
account as they can lower the pressure on primary materials. No data with regard to anthropogenic 
material flows is currently available for Germany (it is assumed this is also the case for most other 
countries) (Zimmermann and Gößling-Reisemann, 2013; Schiller et al., 2015; United Nations, 2015). 
Thus, this aspect could not be included in the assessment. To consider this aspect at least to some 
extent the recycled content was included within the availability assessment. Additionally, the 
assessment can only be applied to primary materials. The criticality of secondary materials cannot be 
quantified due to missing data on international and national recycling markets for all considered 
materials. However, the identified categories and indicators could mostly be applied for secondary 
materials if sufficient market data were available. 
For the sub dimensions compliance with social and environmental standards data on country (and 
sector) level is applied. Thus, no statement with regard to the status of specific mines can be made, 
because so far there are no indicators and data available. One important aspect missing in the sub 
dimension compliance with environmental standards is the occurrence of accidents during mining 
operation, e.g. leaking tailing ponds (Howard, 2015; Schoenberger, 2016). However, no data is 
available for such accidents on global level yet. Therefore, it is currently not possible to quantify 
them. Further, climate change impacts were determined based on global data provided by GaBi and 
ecoinvent. Therefore, different technologies within different countries are not taken into account. To 
redefine this aspect, country specific technologies should be analyzed so that specific inventory data 
can be derived. 
The results for the category mining capacity are determined based on import data, considering the 
depletion of current mines in the specific countries from which imports occur. However, it could also 
be argued, that the global market will compensate depleted mines by newly developed ones and 
thus, that the category should rather be determined on a global level. At this point, it is not known, 
how and if the global market will balance out country specific mining capacities. As the import mix is 
compared with the global average, both results are determined and can be analyzed. As shown in Fig. 
6 differences between import based and global average results are only significant for few raw 
materials. 
The worldwide governance indicators are applied to determine the political stability within the sub 
dimension availability as well as for the geopolitical risk for the sub dimension compliance with social 
standards. Even though different indicators are used (see Sections 2.1.1 and 2.2.1) and no direct 
correlation occurs between these two indicator sets (see supplementary material – Section 3), often 
the same resources and raw materials are being quantified as having a high or respectively low risk. 
Thus, it should be further analyzed if one of the indicator sets could be excluded to limit the overall 
amount of considered indicators and categories. 
Further, the Abiotic Resource Depletion indicator (Guinée et al., 1993; Oers et al., 2002) using 
ultimate reserves (crustal content) as a basis is applied to determine the physical availability of 
resources. As the ultimate reserves can never be extracted completely, because some stocks will 
always remain unavailable under all foreseeable conditions, using the ultimate reserves as a basis to 
determine the physical availability of resources leads to an overestimation of available resources. 
However, the ultimate reserves has been evaluated as the most stable and comprehensive dataset 
and is applied to determine the resource depletion within life cycle assessment case studies 
(Drielsma et al., 2016; van Oers and Guinée, 2016). 
5 Conclusion 
The SCARCE method enhances the criticality assessment of a country's resource. By establishing the 
new dimension societal acceptance social and environmental aspects are taken into account. 
Additionally next to metals also fossil fuels are considered, which can directly be compared to 
metals. This is especially important when systems are compared where fossil energy sources are 
replaced by renewable systems which require high amounts of certain metals (e.g. lithium and 
tellurium for solar energy power). Another feature of the SCARCE method is the possibility to 
determine certain socio-economic availability aspects (e.g. political stability) based on the specific 
import situation of a country. These country specific results can be compared with results 
determined based on the global production mix to determine if the country under consideration 
performs better or worse than the global average. Finally by considering additional categories for the 
sub dimension availability, which have not been taken into account so far (e.g. feasibility of 
exploration projects), the evaluation of socioeconomic constraints to resources is improved. Thus, 
the SCARCE method goes beyond existing methodologies and considers the use of resources in the 
context of sustainable development. 
References 
Achzet, B., Helbig, C., 2013. How to evaluate raw material supply risks—an overview. 
Resour. Policy 38, 435–447. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2013.06.003. 
Aitken, D., Rivera, D., Godoy-Faúndez, A., Holzapfel, E., 2016. Water scarcity and the impact of the mining and agricultural sectors in 
Chile. 
Sustainability 8, 128. http:// dx.doi.org/10.3390/su8020128. 
Anderson S., 2014. 2014 Minerals Yearbook - Bismuth. 〈https://minerals.usgs.gov/ minerals/pubs/commodity/bismuth/〉. (Accessed Feb 
2015). 
Angerer G., Erdmann L., Marscheider-Weidemann F., et al 2009. Rohstoffe für Zukunftstechnologien Rohstoffe für Zukunftstechnologien. 
〈https://www.deutscherohstoffagentur.de/DERA/DE/Downloads/Studie_Zukunftstechnologien-
2016.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=3〉. (Accessed Feb 2017). 
Arbeitsgemeinschaft Energiebilanzen, 2016. Bruttostromerzeugung in Deutschland für 2014 bis 2016. 
〈https://www.destatis.de/DE/ZahlenFakten/Wirtschaftsbereiche/ Energie/Erzeugung/Tabellen/Bruttostromerzeugung.html〉. 
(Accessed Feb 2017). 
Ayres, R.U., Ayres, L.W., Råde, I., 2003. The Life Cycle of Copper, Its Co-Products and Byproducts. Springer Science & Business Media, 
Dodrecht. 
Bach, V., Berger, M., Finogenova, N., Finkbeiner, M., 2017. Assessing the availability of terrestrial biotic materials in product systems 
(BIRD). Sustainability 9, 137. http:// dx.doi.org/10.3390/su9010137. 
Bach, V., Berger, M., Henßler, M., et al., 2016. Integrated method to assess resource efficiency - ESSENZ. J. Clean. Prod.. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ j.jclepro.2016.07.077. 
Balanay, R.M., Halog, A., 2016. Promoting life cycle thinking for sustainability in the mining sector of the Philippines. Int. J. Life Cycle 
Assess.. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/s11367-016-1105-x. 
Barrett, J., Scott, K., 2012. Link between climate change mitigation and resource efficiency: a UK case study. Glob. Environ. Chang 22, 299–
307. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2011.11.003. 
Bastein T., Rietveld E., 2015. Materials in the Dutch economy - a vulnerability analysis. 〈www.fme.nl/sites/default/files/afbeeldingen/ 
TNO%202015%20R11613%20Materials%20in%20the%20Dutch%20Economy.pdf〉.(Accessed Jun 2017). 
Benoit-Norris, C., Cavan, D.A., Norris, G., 2012. Identifying social impacts in product supply chains: overview and application of the social 
hotspot database. Sustainability 4, 1946–1965. http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su4091946. 
Bensch S., Kolotzek C., Helbig C., et al., 2015. Decision support system for the sustainability assessment of critical raw materials in SMEs. In: 
Proceedings of the 48th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences. IEEE, pp 846–855. 
Berger, M., van der Ent, R., Eisner, S., et al., 2014. Water accounting and vulnerability evaluation (WAVE): considering atmospheric 
evaporation recycling and the risk of freshwater depletion in water footprinting. Environ. Sci. Technol. 48, 4521–4528. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es404994t. 
Bienen, H.S., Gersovitz, M., 1986. Consumer subsidy cuts, violence, and political stability. Comp. Polit. 19, 25. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/421779. 
Blengini, G.A., Nuss, P., Dewulf, J., et al., 2017. EU methodology for critical raw materials assessment: policy needs and proposed solutions 
for incremental improvements. Resour. Policy 53, 12–19. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ j.resourpol.2017.05.008. 
Bonnal, M., Yaya, M.E., 2015. Political institutions, trade openness, and economic growth: new evidence. Emerg. Mark. Financ Trade 51, 
1276–1291. http:// dx.doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2015.1011514. 
Boulay, A.-M., Bulle, C., Bayart, J.-B., et al., 2011. Regional characterization of freshwater use in LCA: modeling direct impacts on human 
health. Environ. Sci. Technol. 45, 8948–8957. http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es1030883. 
Boykoff, M.T., Yulsman, T., 2013. Political economy, media, and climate change: sinews of modern life. Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Clim. Chang 
4, 359–371. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1002/wcc.233. 
Brethauer L., Lindner J.P., Wehner D., 2013. Development of a method for assessing location characteristics concerning biodiversity in LCA. 
In: Proceedings of the International Conference on Efficiency, Cost, Optimization, Simulation and Environmental Impact of Energy 
Systems. Guilin, China. 
British Geological Survey, 2014. World Mineral Production. 〈https://www.bgs.ac.uk/ mineralsuk/statistics/worldStatistics.html〉. (Accessed 
Feb 2015). 
Brower, J.C., 1979. Small scale mining and economic aid in Bolivia. Nat. Resour. Forum 3, 263–279. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1477-
8947.1979.tb00415.x. 
Buchert D.M., Bulach D.W., Degreif S., et al., 2017. Deutschland 2049 – Auf dem Weg zu einer nachhaltigen Rohstoffwirtschaft. 
〈www.oeko.de/fileadmin/oekodoc/ Abschlussbericht_D2049.pdf〉. (Accessed Jun 2017). 
Buchholz P., Huy D., Sievers H., 2012. DERA Rohstoffinformationen 10 DERARohstoffliste 2012 Angebotskonzentration bei Metallen und 
Industriemineralen – Potenzielle Preis- und Lieferrisiken. 〈www.deutsche-rohstoffagentur.de/DE/ 
Gemeinsames/Produkte/Downloads/DERA_Rohstoffinformationen/ rohstoffinformationen-10.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=6〉. 
(Accessed Feb 2015). 
Budds, J., Hinojosa, L., 2012. Restructuring and rescaling water governance in mining contexts: the co-production of waterscapes in Peru. 
Water Altern. 1, 119–137. 
Calizaya, A., Meixner, O., Bengtsson, L., Berndtsson, R., 2010. Multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) for integrated water resources 
management (IWRM) in the Lake Poopo Basin, Bolivia. Water Resour. Manag 24, 2267–2289. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/s11269-
009-9551-x. 
Camargo, J.A., Alonso, A., 2006. Ecological and toxicological effects of inorganic nitrogen pollution in aquatic ecosystems: a global 
assessment. Environ. Int 32, 831–849. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2006.05.002. 
Campbell, G.A., 1985. The role of co-products in stabilizing the metal mining industry. Resour. Policy 11, 267–274. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0301-4207(85)90044-3. 
Caymo A., 2016. Analysis of the child labour issue in small-scale mining operations in the Philippines. Gent. 
〈http://lib.ugent.be/fulltxt/RUG01/002/272/391/RUG01002272391_2016_0001_AC.pdf〉. (Accessed Feb 2017). 
Cervantes M., McMahon F., Wilson A., 2013. Survey of mining companies: 2012/2013. 〈www.fraserinstitute.org/sites/default/files/mining-
survey-2012-2013.pdf〉. (Accessed Feb 2016). 
Cingranelli D., Richards D.L., Clay K.C., 2012. CIRI human rightsdata project. In: Data Doc. 〈http://www.humanrightsdata.com/p/data-
documentation.html〉. (Accessed Jan 2016). 
Cingranelli, D.L., Richards, D.L., 2010. The Cingranelli and Richards (CIRI) human rights data project. Hum. Rights Q 32, 401–424. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/ hrq.0.0141. 
de Menezes, L.M., Houllier, M.A., 2015. Germany's nuclear power plant closures and the integration of electricity markets in Europe. 
Energy Policy 85, 357–368. http:// dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2015.05.023. 
Deutscher Bundestag, 2011. Dreizehntes Gesetz zur Änderung des Atomgesetzes. 〈http://fzu.rewi.hu-
berlin.de/doc/rechtsentwicklung/bgbl111s1704.pdf〉. (Accessed Jan 2017). 
Dewulf, J., Mancini, L., Blengini, G.A., et al., 2015. Toward an overall analytical framework for the integrated sustainability assessment of 
the production and supply of raw materials and primary energy carriers. J. Ind. Ecol. 19, 963–977. http:// 
dx.doi.org/10.1111/jiec.12289. 
Dhillon, R.S., Kelly, J.D., 2015. Community trust and the Ebola endgame. N. Engl. J. Med. 373, 787–789. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMp1508413. 
Dondeyne, S., Ndunguru, E., Rafael, P., Bannerman, J., 2009. Artisanal mining in central Mozambique: policy and environmental issues of 
concern. Resour. Policy 34, 45–50. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2008.11.001. 
Dorner U., Franken G., Liedtke M., Sievers H., 2012. Artisanal and Small-Scale Mining (ASM). POLINARES working paper n. 19. 
〈http://pratclif.com/2015/minesressources/polinares/chapter7.pdf〉. (Accessed Feb 2017). 
Drielsma, J.A., Russell-Vaccari, A.J., Drnek, T., et al., 2016. Mineral resources in life cycle impact assessment—defining the path forward. 
Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. 21, 85–105. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11367-015-0991-7. 
Driffield, N., Jones, C., Crotty, J., 2013. International business research and risky investments, an analysis of FDI in conflict zones. Int. Bus. 
Rev. 22, 140–155. http:// dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2012.03.001. 
Duclos, S., Otto, J., Konitzer, D., 2010. Design in an era of constrained resources. Mech. Eng. 132, 36–40. 
Ecoinvent, 2016. Ecoinvent database. 〈www.ecoinvent.org〉. 
Eggert R., Carpenter A., Freiman S., et al., 2007. Minerals, Critical Minerals, and the U.S. Economy. 
〈https://www.nap.edu/catalog/12034/minerals-critical-minerals-andthe-us-economy〉. (Accessed Jun 2017). 
Eisenhammer S., 2015. Brazil mining flood could devastate environment for years. 〈http://www.reuters.com/article/us-brazil-damburst-
environmentidUSKCN0T40PY20151115〉. (Accessed Mar 2017). 
Enowbi Batuo, M., Asongu, S.A., 2015. The impact of liberalisation policies on income inequality in African countries. J. Econ. Stud. 42, 68–
100. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1108/JES-05-2013-0065. 
Erdmann L., Behrendt S., Feil M., 2011. Kritische Rohstoffe für Deutschland „Identifikation aus Sicht deutscher Unternehmen wirtschaftlich 
bedeutsamer mineralischer Rohstoffe, deren Versorgungslage sich mittel- bis langfristig als kritisch erweisen könnte. 
〈www.izt.de/fileadmin/publikationen/54416.pdf〉. (Accessed Jan 2015). 
European Commission, 2011. Roadmap to a resource efficient Europe. 〈http://ec.europa. 
eu/environment/resource_efficiency/about/roadmap/index_en.htm〉. (Accessed Feb 2017). 
European Commission, 2015. Resource efficiency .The roadmap’s approach to resource efficiency indicators. 
〈http://ec.europa.eu/environment/resource_efficiency/ targets_indicators/roadmap/index_en.htm〉. (Accessed Aug 2015). 
European Commission, 2014. Report on critical raw materials for the EU. 〈http://ec. 
europa.eu/DocsRoom/documents/10010/attachments/1/translations/en/ renditions/pdf〉. (Accessed Feb 2016). 
European Commission, 2005. Thematic Strategy on the sustainable use of natural resources. 
〈http://ec.europa.eu/environment/archives/natres/index.htm〉. Acessed Dez 2015. 
Federal Institute for Geosciences and Natural Resources, 2014. Volatilitätsmonitor. 
〈http://www.deutsche-rohstoffagentur.de/DERA/DE/Rohstoffinformationen/ 
Rohstoffpreise/Volatilit%C3%A4tsmonitor/volatilit%C3%A4tsmonitor_node.html〉. (Accessed Mar 2015). 
Ferretti J., Jacob K., Werland S., 2013. Kurzanalyse 2: Rohstoffpartnerschaften im Rahmen der Rohstoffstrategie der Bundesregierung. 
〈http://www.ressourcenpolitik. de/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/PolRess_ZB_AP2-Kurzanalyse-2_ 
Rohstoffpartnerschaften_final.pdf〉. (Accessed Jan 2017). 
Finer, M., Jenkins, C.N., Pimm, S.L., et al., 2008. Oil and gas projects in the western Amazon: threats to wilderness, biodiversity, and 
indigenous peoples. PLoS One 3, e2932. http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0002932. 
Finkbeiner M., Ackermann R., Bach V., et al., 2014. Challenges in life cycle assessment: an overview of current gaps and research needs. In: 
Background and Future Prospects in Life cycle Assessment. Springer, Berlin / Heidelberg, pp 207–258. 
Finkbeiner, M., Inaba, A., Tan, R., et al., 2006. The new international standards for life cycle assessment: iso 14040 and ISO 14044. Int. J. 
Life Cycle Assess. 11, 80–85. http://dx.doi.org/10.1065/lca2006.02.002. 
Frischknecht R., Steiner R., Jungbluth N., 2009. The ecological scarcity method – ecofactors 2006. 
〈www.bafu.admin.ch/bafu/en/home/topics/economy-consumption/ economy-and-consumption–publications/publications-
economy-and-consumption/ ecological-scarcity-ethod-eco-factors-2006.html〉. (Accessed Mar 2015). 
Furlow, N.E., Knott, C., 2009. Who's reading the label? Millennials’ use of environmental product labels. J. Appl. Bus. Econ., 1–12. 
Gemechu, E.D., Helbig, C., Sonnemann, G., et al., 2016. Import-based Indicator for the geopolitical supply risk of raw materials in life cycle 
sustainability assessments. J. Ind. Ecol. 20, 154–165. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jiec.12279. 
Ghose, M., 2003. Promoting cleaner production in the Indian small-scale mining industry. J. Clean. Prod. 11, 167–174. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0959-6526(02) 00036-7. 
Glöser-Chahoud, S., Tercero Espinoza, L., Walz, R., Faulstich, M., 2016. Taking the step towards a more dynamic view on raw material 
criticality: an indicator based analysis for Germany and Japan. Resources 5, 45. http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ resources5040045. 
Glöser, S., Tercero Espinoza, L., Gandenberger, C., Faulstich, M., 2015. Raw material criticality in the context of classical risk assessment. 
Resour. Policy 44, 35–46. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2014.12.003. 
Godoy, R., 1985. Mining: anthropological perspectives. Annu. Rev. Anthropol. 14, 199–217. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.an.14.100185.001215. 
Graedel T.E., 2011. UNEP Recycling rates of metals - A Status Report, a Report of the Working Group on the Global Metal Flows to the 
international Resource Panel. 
Graedel, T.E., Allwood, J., Birat, J.-P., et al., 2011. What do we know about metal recycling rates? J. Ind. Ecol. 15, 355–366. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.15309290.2011.00342.x. 
Graedel, T.E., Barr, R., Chandler, C., et al., 2012. Methodology of metal criticality determination. Environ. Sci. Technol. 46, 1063–1070. 
Grau, A., Diego Brown, A., 2000. Development threats to biodiversity and opportunities for conservation in the mountain ranges of the 
upper Bermejo River Basin, NW Argentina and SW Bolivia. AMBIO: J. Hum. Environ. 29, 445–450. http:// dx.doi.org/10.1579/0044-
7447-29.7.445. 
Guinée J.B., Heijungs R., Haes de, Huppes, G., 1993. Quantitative life cycle assessment of products - 2. Classification, valuation and 
improvement analysis. doi: 〈http://dx. doi.org/10.1016/0959-6526(93)90046-E〉. 
Gunson A.J., Jian Y., 2002. Artisanal mining inthe People’s Republic of China. 〈http:// pubs.iied.org/pdfs/G00719.pdf〉. (Accessed Jan 2017). 
Gylfason, T., 2001. Natural resources, education, and economic development. Eur. Econ. Rev. 45, 847–859. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0014-2921(01)00127-1. 
Hafner-Burton, E.M., 2005. Trading human rights: how preferential trade agreements influence government repression. Int. Organ.. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/ S0020818305050216. 
Hall J., 2015. Africa conflict monitor - mid-2015 - a dangerous time for many African leaders : Africa-wide - continental overview. Africa 
Confl Monit 4–9. 
Han, H.N., 1996. The environmental impact of steel and aluminum body-in-whites. JOM 48, 33–38. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF03221379. 
Hanouz M.D., Geiger T., Doherty S., 2014. The global enabling trade report 2014. 〈https://www.weforum.org/reports/global-enabling-
trade-report-2014〉. (Accessed Feb 2016). 
Hatayama, H., Tahara, K., 2015. Criticality assessment of metals for Japan’s resource strategy. Mater. Trans. 56, 229–235. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2320/ matertrans.M2014380. 
Helbig, C., Wietschel, L., Thorenz, A., Tuma, A., 2016. How to evaluate raw material vulnerability - An overview. Resour. Policy 48, 13–24. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ j.resourpol.2016.02.003. 
Henßler, M., Bach, V., Berger, M., et al., 2016. Resource efficiency assessment— comparing a plug-in hybrid with a conventional 
combustion engine. Resources 5, 5. http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/resources5010005. 
Hentschel T., Hruschka F., Priester M., 2002. Global report on artisanal & small-scale mining. 〈http://pubs.iied.org/pdfs/G00723.pdf〉. 
(Accessed Feb 2017). 
Hilson, G., 2002. Small-scale mining and its socio-economic impact in developing countries. Nat. Resour. Forum 26, 3–13. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/14778947.00002. 
Hodler, R., 2006. The curse of natural resources in fractionalized countries. Eur. Econ. Rev. 50, 1367–1386. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2005.05.004. 
Howard B.C., 2015. 5 Other mines at risk of spilling toxic waste. In: Natl. Geogr. Mag. 
〈http://news.nationalgeographic.com/2015/08/150814-hardrock-mines-toxicwaste-pollution-colorado-mine-environment-gold-
king-spill/〉. (Accessed Feb 2017). 
Huijbregts, M.A.J., Steinmann, Z.J.N., Elshout, P.M.F., et al., 2017. ReCiPe2016: a harmonised life cycle impact assessment method at 
midpoint and endpoint level. Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. 22, 138–147. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11367-016-1246-y. 
Human Rights Watch, 2016. World Report 2017 - events of 2016. 〈www.hrw.org/worldreport/2017〉. (Accessed Mar2017). 
Huy D., Andruleit H., Babies H.-.G., et al., 2014. Deutschland ‒ Rohstoffsituation 2014. 
〈www.bgr.bund.de/DE/Themen/Min_rohstoffe/Downloads/Rohsit-2014.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=3〉. (Accessed Jan 2017). 
Institute for Economics and Peace, 2015. Global Peace Index. 〈http:// economicsandpeace.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/Global-
Peace-Index-Report2015_0.pdf〉. Accessed Dez 2016. 
Jenkins, H., Yakovleva, N., 2006. Corporate social responsibility in the mining industry: exploring trends in social and environmental 
disclosure. J. Clean. Prod. 14, 271–284 . http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2004.10.004. 
Jong-A-Pin, R., 2009. On the measurement of political instability and its impact on economic growth. Eur. J. Polit. Econ. 25, 15–29. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ j.ejpoleco.2008.09.010. 
Kaufmann, D., Kraay, A., Mastruzzi, M., 2011. The worldwide governance indicators: methodology and analytical issues. Hague J. Rule Law 
3, 220–246. http:// dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1876404511200046. 
Kemp, D., Worden, S., Owen, J.R., 2016. Differentiated social risk: rebound dynamics and sustainability performance in mining. Resour. 
Policy 50, 19–26. http:// dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2016.08.004. 
Kind V., 2011. Raw materials critical to the Scottish economy. 〈www.sepa.org.uk/media/ 163165/raw_materials_final_project_report.pdf〉. 
(Accessed Jun 2017). 
Klinglmair, M., Sala, S., Brandão, M., 2014. Assessing resource depletion in LCA: a review of methods and methodological issues. Int. J. Life 
Cycle Assess. 19, 580–592. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11367-013-0650-9. 
Knašytė, M., Kliopova, I., Staniškis, J.K., 2012. Economic importance, environmental and supply risks on imported resources in lithuanian 
industry. Environ. Res. Eng. Manag. 60, 40–47. http://dx.doi.org/10.5755/j01.erem.60.2.1308. 
Kolk, A., Pinkse, J., 2005. Business responses to climate change: identifying emergent strategies. Calif. Manag. Rev. 47, 6–20. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/41166304. 
Kynoch, G., 2005. Crime, conflict and politics in transition-era South Africa. Afr. Aff. 104, 493–514. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/afraf/adi009. 
Labonne, B., 1996. Artisanal mining: an economic stepping stone for women. Nat. Resour. Forum 20, 117–122. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.14778947.1996.tb00644.x. 
Lapko, Y., Trucco, P., Nuur, C., 2016. The business perspective on materials criticality: evidence from manufacturers. Resour. Policy 50, 93–
107. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.resourpol.2016.09.001. 
Lee, K., 2007. China and the international covenant on civil and political rights: prospects and challenges. Chin. J. Int. Law 6, 445–474. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ chinesejil/jmm015. 
Lujala, P., 2010. The spoils of nature: armed civil conflict and rebel access to natural resources. J. Peace Res. 47, 15–28. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022343309350015. 
Manrique, P.L.P., Brun, J., González-Martínez, A.C., et al., 2013. The biophysical performance of Argentina (1970–2009). J. Ind. Ecol. 17, 
590–604. http:// dx.doi.org/10.1111/jiec.12027. 
Morley N., Eatherley D., 2008. Material security - ensuring resource availability for the UK economy. 
〈http://www.oakdenehollins.com/pdf/material_security.pdf〉. (Accessed Jun 2017). 
Mudd, G.M., 2007. Global trends in gold mining: towards quantifying environmental and resource sustainability. Resour. Policy 32, 42–56. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ j.resourpol.2007.05.002. 
Müller-Wenk R., Ahbe S., A. B., 1990. Methodik für Ökobilanzen auf der Basis ökologischer Optimierung. In: Schriftreihe Umwelt Nr. 133. 
hrsg. vom Bundesamt für Umwelt, Wald und Landschaft (BUWAL). Bern, 1990. 
Murguía, D.I., Bringezu, S., Schaldach, R., 2016. Global direct pressures on biodiversity by large-scale metal mining: spatial distribution and 
implications for conservation. J. Environ. Manag. 180, 409–420. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2016.05.040. 
Nassar, N.T., Barr, R., Browning, M., et al., 2012. Criticality of the geological copper family. Environ. Sci. Technol. 46, 1071–1078. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ es203535w. 
Newman, T.P., 2016. Tracking the release of IPCC AR5 on Twitter: users, comments, and sources following the release of the working group 
i summary for policymakers. Public Underst. Sci.. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0963662516628477, 96366251662847. 
Noetstaller R., 1987. Small-scale mining : a review of the issues. 〈http://documents. 
worldbank.org/curated/en/900201468739195568/pdf/multi-page.pdf〉. (accessed Feb 2017). 
Norgate, T.E., Jahanshahi, S., Rankin, W.J., 2007. Assessing the environmental impact of metal production processes. J. Clean. Prod. 15, 
838–848. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.jclepro.2006.06.018. 
Norris C.B., Norris G., Aulisio D., 2013. Social Hotspots Database. 〈http://socialhotspot. org/〉. 
Nuss, P., Eckelman, M.J., 2014. Life Cycle Assessment of Metals: a Scientific Synthesis. PLoS One 9, e101298. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0101298. 
O’Brien, M., 2015. Classifying Cultural and Physical Destruction: are Modern Historical and Current Human Rights Violations in China 
Violations of International Criminal Law? Crim. Law Forum 26, 533–563. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10609-015-9261-4. 
Oakdene Hollins, Faunhofer ISI, 2014. Study on Critical Raw Materials at EU level Final Report. 148–151. File reference number: EC—11 315 
–Final Report Issue 3.docx. 
OECD, 2016. OECD Due Diligence Guidance for Responsible Supply Chains of Minerals from Conflict-Affected and High-Risk Areas. OECD 
Publishing〈https://www.oecd. org/corporate/mne/GuidanceEdition2.pdf〉, (Accessed Jan 2017). 
Oers L. van, Konig A. de, Guinée J.B., Huppes G., 2002. Abiotic resource depletion in LCA Abiotic resource depletion in LCA Improving 
characterisation factors for abiotic ressource depletion as recommended in the new Dutch LCA Handbook. 
Osburg V.-S., Strack M., Toporowski W., 2016. Innovative materials facilitating resource efficiency: do consumers accept eco-friendly 
materials? pp. 307–308. 
Pascal, M., De Forges, B.R., Le Guyader, H., Simberloff, D., 2008. Mining and other threats to the new caledonia biodiversity hotspot. 
Conserv. Biol. 22, 498–499. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2008.00889.x. 
Pedersen, M.B., Kinley, D., 2016. Principled engagement: negotiating human rights in repressive states. Routledge, 2016. 
Peiró, L.T., Méndez, G.V., Ayres, R.U., 2013. Material flow analysis of scarce metals: sources, functions, end-uses and aspects for future 
supply. Environ. Sci. Technol. 47, 2939–2947. http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es301519c. 
Pfister, S., Koehler, A., Hellweg, S., 2009. Assessing the environmental impacts of freshwater consumption in LCA. Environ. Sci. Technol. 43, 
4098–4104. http:// dx.doi.org/10.1021/es802423e. 
Postel, S.L., 2000. Entering an era of water scarcity: the challenges ahead. Ecol. Appl. 10, 941–948. http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/1051-
0761(2000)010[0941:EAEOWS] 2.0.CO;2. 
Puig, G.V., Chan, V., 2016. Free trade as a force of political stability? The case of Mainland China and Hong Kong. Int. Lawyer 49, 299–323. 
Rhoades, S.A., 1993. The Herfindahl-Hirschman index. Fed. Reserve Bull. 79 (3), 188–189. 
Romanelli C., Cooper D., Campbell-Lendrum D., et al 2015. Connecting global priorities: biodiversity and human health: a state of 
knowledge review. 〈https://www.cbd.int/ health/SOK-biodiversity-en.pdf〉. Accessed Dez 2016. 
Sandifer, P.A., Sutton-Grier, A.E., Ward, B.P., 2015. Exploring connections among nature, biodiversity, ecosystem services, and human 
health and well-being: opportunities to enhance health and biodiversity conservation. Ecosyst. Serv. 12, 1–15. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2014.12.007. 
Schiller G., Ortlepp R., Krauß N., et al., 2015. Kartierung des anthropogenen Lagers in Deutschland zur Optimierung der 
Sekundärrohstoffwirtschaft. Umweltbundesamt. Texte 83/2015. 〈www.umweltbundesamt.de/sites/default/files/medien/378/ 
publikationen/texte_83_2015_kartierung_des_anthropogenen_lagers.pdf〉. (Accessed Mar 2017). 
Schmidt, A., Ivanova, A., Schäfer, M.S., 2013. Media attention for climate change around the world: a comparative analysis of newspaper 
coverage in 27 countries. Glob. Environ. Chang 23, 1233–1248. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ j.gloenvcha.2013.07.020. 
Schneider L., 2014. A comprehensive approach to model abiotic resource provision capability in the context of sustainable development. 
〈http://depositonce.tu-berlin. de/bitstream/11303/4460/1/schneider_laura.pdf〉. (Accessed Mar 2016). 
Schneider L., Bach V., Finkbeiner M., 2016. LCA perspectives for resource efficiency assessment. In: Special types of LCA. Springer Berlin / 
Heidelberg, pp 179–218. 
Schneider, L., Berger, M., Finkbeiner, M., 2015. Abiotic resource depletion in LCA— background and update of the anthropogenic stock 
extended abiotic depletion potential (AADP) model. Int. J. Life Cycle Assess.. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/ s11367-015-0864-0. 
Schneider, L., Berger, M., Schüler-Hainsch, E., et al., 2013. The economic resource scarcity potential (ESP) for evaluating resource use based 
on life cycle assessment. Int. J. Life Cycle Assess.. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11367-013-0666-1. 
Schoenberger, E., 2016. Environmentally sustainable mining: the case of tailings storage facilities. Resour. Policy 49, 119–128. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ j.resourpol.2016.04.009. 
Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2014a. Argentina - country profile biodiversity facts. In: Status trends biodiversity, 
Incl. benefits from Biodivers. Ecosyst. Serv. 〈https://www.cbd.int/countries/profile/default.shtml?Country=ar#facts〉. 
(Accessed Feb 2017). 
Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2014b. Bolivia (Plurinational State of) - country profile - biodiversity facts. In: Status 
trends biodiversity, Incl. benefits from Biodivers. Ecosyst. Serv. 〈https://www.cbd.int/countries/profile/default. 
shtml?Country=bo#facts〉. (Accessed Feb 2017). 
Seedat, M., Van Niekerk, A., Jewkes, R., et al., 2009. Violence and injuries in South Africa: prioritising an agenda for prevention. Lancet 374, 
1011–1022. http:// dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(09)60948-X. 
Shen, L., Gunson, A.J., 2006. The role of artisanal and small-scale mining in China's economy. J. Clean. Prod. 14, 427–435. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ j.jclepro.2004.08.006. 
Siakwah, P., 2017. Are natural resource windfalls a blessing or a curse in democratic settings? Globalised assemblages and the problematic 
impacts of oil on Ghana's development. Resour. Policy 52, 122–133. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ j.resourpol.2017.02.008. 
Sonderegger, T., Dewulf, J., Fantke, P., et al., 2017. Towards harmonizing natural resources as an area of protection in life cycle impact 
assessment. Int. J. Life Cycle Assess.. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11367-017-1297-8. 
Sonnemann, G., Gemechu, E.D., Adibi, N., et al., 2015. From a critical review to a conceptual framework for integrating the criticality of 
resources into life cycle sustainability assessment. J. Clean. Prod. 94, 20–34. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ j.jclepro.2015.01.082. 
Sophocleous, M., 2004. Global and regional water availability and demand: prospects for the future. Nat. Resour. Res. 13, 61–75. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/ B:NARR.0000032644.16734.f5. 
Spronk, S., Webber, J.R., 2007. Struggles against accumulation by dispossession in Bolivia. Lat. Am. Perspect. 34, 31–47. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/ 0094582X06298748. 
Statista, 2015. Leading uranium consuming countries worldwide 2015. 〈https://www. statista.com/statistics/264796/uranium-
consumption-leading-countries/〉. (Accessed Feb 2017). 
Statistisches Bundesamt, 2012. Statistisches Bundesamt Produzierendes Gewerbe. 
〈www.destatis.de/DE/Publikationen/Thematisch/IndustrieVerarbeitendesGewerbe/ 
Konjunkturdaten/ProduktionJ2040310127004.html〉. (Accessed Jan 2017). 
Statistisches Bundesamt, 2015. Input-output-rechnung: made in the world – Internationale Handelsströme neu vermessen. 
〈www.destatis.de/DE/Publikationen/ STATmagazin/VolkswirtschaftlicheGesamtrechnungen/2013_03/2013_ 
03Handelsstroeme.html〉. (Accessed Jan 2017). 
The Guardian, 2015. Sustainable mining: an inherent contradiction in terms? 〈http:// www.theguardian.com/sustainable-
business/2015/jan/05/sustainable-miningbusiness-poverty-environment-new-framework〉. (Accessed Aug 2015). 
Thinkstep, 2016. GaBi product sustainability software. 〈www.gabi-software.com/〉. 
Tsurukawa, N., Manhart, A., 2011. Social impacts of artisanal cobalt mining in Katanga , Democratic Republic of Congo. Öko-Institut e.V. 
Freiburg〈https://www.oeko.de/ oekodoc/1294/2011-419-en.pdf〉, (Accessed Jan 2017). 
United Nations, 2016. Sustainable development goals. In: Sustain. Dev. Dep. Econ. Soc. Aff. 
〈https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/?Menu=1300〉. (Accessed Jan 2016). 
United Nations, 2015. UN Comtrade Database. In: Import Stat. 〈https://comtrade.un. org/〉. (accessed Jan 2017). 
United Nations Environment Programme, 2009. Guidelines for social life cycle assessment of products. 
〈http://www.unep.fr/shared/publications/pdf/ DTIx1164xPA-guidelines_sLCA.pdf〉. (Accessed Mar 2016). 
United States Geological Survey, 2015. Commodity statistics and information. 〈http:// minerals.usgs.gov/minerals/pubs/commodity/〉. 
(Accessed 20 May 2004). 
Upham, P., Dendler, L., Bleda, M., 2011. Carbon labelling of grocery products: public perceptions and potential emissions reductions. J. 
Clean. Prod. 19, 348–355. http:// dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2010.05.014. 
van Oers, L., Guinée, J., 2016. The abiotic depletion potential: background, updates, and future. Resources 5, 16. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/resources5010016. 
VDI Verein Deutscher Ingenieure e.V, 2013. 4800 Blatt 2 Bewertung des Rohstoffaufwands - Bilanzierungsgrundsätze und 
Rohstoffkritikalität. 〈www.vdi.de/ technik/fachthemen/energie-und-umwelt/fachbereiche/ressourcenmanagement/ 
themen/ressourceneffizienz/〉. (Accesed Jan 2017). 
Venables, A.J., 2016. Using natural resources for development: why has it proven so difficult? J. Econ. Perspect. 30, 161–184. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/jep.30.1.161. 
Vörösmarty, C.J., McIntyre, P.B., Gessner, M.O., et al., 2010. Global threats to human water security and river biodiversity. Nature 467, 
555–561. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/nature09440. 
Wan Ahmad, W.N.K., Rezaei, J., de Brito, M.P., Tavasszy, L.A., 2016. The influence of external factors on supply chain sustainability goals of 
the oil and gas industry. Resour. Policy 49, 302–314. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2016.06.006. 
Wederman, A., 2004. The intensification of corruption in China. China Q 180, 895–921. http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0305741004000670. 
Winter L., Lehmann A., Finogenova N., Finkbeiner M., 2017. Including biodiversity in life cycle assessment – state of the art, gaps and 
research suggestions. submitted for publication. 
World Bank Group, 2013. The Worldwide Governance Indicators. 〈http://info. worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.aspx#home〉. 
(Accessed Feb 2016). 
World Wildlife Fund, 2012. Conservation science data and tools. In: Terr. Ecoregions World. 
〈http://www.worldwildlife.org/publications/terrestrial-ecoregions-of-theworld〉. (Accessed Dec 2016). 
Wutich, A., Ragsdale, K., 2008. Water insecurity and emotional distress: coping with supply, access, and seasonal variability of water in a 
Bolivian squatter settlement. Soc. Sci. Med. 67, 2116–2125. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.09.042. 
Yale Center for Environmental Law & Policy, 2014. Environmental performance index. In: 2014 Environ. Perform. Index. 
〈http://epi.yale.edu/〉. (Accessed Feb 2016). 
Yang, C.-J., 2009. An impending platinum crisis and its implications for the future of the automobile. Energy Policy 37, 1805–1808. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ j.enpol.2009.01.019. 
Zimmermann, T., Gößling-Reisemann, S., 2013. Critical materials and dissipative losses: a screening study. Sci. Total Environ. 461–462, 774–
780. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.scitotenv.2013.05.040. 
